the movement towards separate diplomatic representation for the self-governing Dominions is obviously and immediately the outcome of the neighbourhood of Canada to the United States. The two countries must, from the nature of the case, deal directly with each other.
We have, then, among the numberless contradictory features in the British Commonwealth, the fact that what, to my mind, has been natural and normal development has emanated from the one part of the Empire which has had a special setting, not paralleled elsewhere within the limits of the Empire; and from this fact it may not unfairly be inferred that the Canadian point of view may also possibly be at once partly normal and partly sui generis.
My own view of the British Empire or Commonwealth---for
what it is worth--is that the whole thing is utterly unintelligible and inexplicable, unless it is looked at, thought, and written of, in the light of the family analogy. To me it has all been a matter of natural growth, and the peculiar genius of our British stock has lain in following the lines of natural growth. If in a family the young members wish to go more quickly and the parents more slowly, if therefore from time to time they think differently and there is a certain amount of friction, it seems to me quite natural. I do not regard one as right and the other as wrong, I regard them as both right, the problem being to find, as a working proposition, the greatest common measure of the two quantities. Therefore, I should regard the Canadian point of view and the Mother Country point of view, so far as in the past they have not coincided, as both, roughly speaking, natural and right. But, for the present purpose, I want to hold a brief for the Mother Country, simply by way of presenting the other side; for Sir Robert Borden, to a modified extent, and other writers, in a much more pronounced degree (e.g., the recently published Fiscal and Diplomatic Freedom of the British Oversea Dominions) tend to portray the development of Canada from a dependency to a nation as something which was wrung by clearsighted, freedom-loving Canadians from purblind politicians in a repressive Mother Country.
Sir Robert writes of the British North America Act that it "crowned the endeavour of a century, during which the initiative in constitutional development had been taken by Colonial Statesmen". As a general statement, this is quite true, and it is to be hoped that, as it has been in the past, so it will be in the future.
It is for the young to initiate the moves, and, when Sir Robert makes his interesting criticism on the failure to take steps to carry out the Resolution of the 1917 Conference ("I have yet to learn that since the conclusion of peace their [the Dominions'] right to 'an adequate voice in foreign policy and in foreign relations' has been recognized in any effective or practical way"), I, for one, devoutly hope, in the interests of good understanding, that the method by which such recognition can be given, and which will be at once effective and congenial to the young nations, will be indicated by them, that they will keep the initiative in We are all wise after the event. As it has worked out, the evolution has been wondrously successful. But that is no reason for reading our present knowledge into generations long gone and condemning them for not having been more than human. Are we seriously to suppose that Canadians foresaw all that was coming? Are we, again, seriously to suppose that it all came to pass, as the version of history which I am now controverting would incline people to think, not only without the co6peration, but in the teeth, of the Mother Country? Who were these English politicians, who were so wanting in vision, so loth to give freedom, so much stupider than the Canadians of their day? They were the men who were leading England when, in the middle of the nineteenth century, the world acknowledged the leadership of England in all that was liberal and progressive and made for freedom. They necessarily moved in a wider circle than contemporary Canadians. Is it likely that they were, as they are made out to have been, abnormally narrow and dull? Is it not at least as likely that, if Canadians saw more clearly, it was because their horizon was not broader but narrower, bounded by Canada alone?
The problem was not a fixed problem. It was a fluid problem, shifting like the films of a cinema show. Canada was constantly changing and growing. The Canada of one year was wholly different from the Canada of ten years later, just as a boy of ten is wholly different from a young man of twenty. Because certain institutions proved to be good when they came, it does not follow that they would always have been good, that they were wrongly withheld, that caution in giving them was a mark of stupidity. You do not make a child self-governing from his mother's womb. All of which is submitted by an old country citizen who' is at least as proud (>f Canada as any Canadian can be, and who has high admiration for Sir Robert Borden.
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